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THE OPIUM ISSUE 


HEN the International Opium Con- 

ference reconvened at Geneva Mon- 
day it commenced at once discussion of its 
competence to reconsider the question of 
smoking opium in the Far East. 


Viscount Cecil of Chelwood, head of the 
British delegation, maintained that the 
present conference was not authorized to 
reconsider this question, which had been 
dealt with at the First Conference in No- 
vember. He introduced, however, a new 
British “declaration,” which stated that 
his government would be willing to enforce 
the gradual suppression of smoking opium 
within fifteen years from the date on 
which China suppresses opium cultivation 
so as to prevent opium smuggling from 
China to the Colon‘al possessions in the 
Far East; the League to determine when 
China has complied. This, he said, could 
be adopted as a protocol to the Convention 
of the First Conference, without reconsid- 
eration of the whole question by the Second 
Conference. 

The representatives of France and Hol- 
land supported the British position. 

Representative Porter, head of the 
American delegation, held that the British 
suggestion only postponed definite action. 
He submitted a compromise proposal: that 
smoking opium be gradually suppressed 
within fifteen years, commencing from the 
date of acceptance of the Convention. The 
American delegate further took issue with 
a statement made by Lord Cecil that per 
capita consumption of opium or its deriva- 
tives was greater in the United States than 
inIndia. The figures quoted by Lord Cecil 
were apparently those published in the 
U.S. Treasury report of 1919, which have 
since been proved erroneous. Lord Cecil 
offered a complete apology, and regretted 
that he had Leen misinformed. 

Viscount Cecil opposed the American 


compromise suggestion on the ground that 
Great Britain could not sign any Conven- 
tion which it could not enforce. 

As this is being written the situation 
is admittedly serious. M. Zahle, President 
of the Conference, is attempting to recon- 
cile the divergent views of Great Britain, 
France and Holland on the one side, and 
the United States and the majority of dis- 
interested States on the other. 

Regardless of the outcome of the present 
controversy, there remain some important 
items on the agenda, on which there is 
virtual agreement, and which leave room 
for a practical advance in solution of the 
whole problem. The American proposal 
for suppression of smoking opium is only 
one of four major suggestions in the so- 
called American plan. The others are 
those providing (1) for creation of a Cen- 
tral Board, with authority to require ad- 
vance estimates of annual import require- 
ments of all nations, and statistics of pro- 
duction, import, export and manufacture 
of all narcotics, (2) extension of the 
import and export certificate system, de- 
signed to control the traffic in narcotics, 
(3) limitation of production to medical 
needs. These proposals are of such value 
that the Conference ought to reach agree- 
ment on them, even if agreement on the 
problem of opium smoking is now im- 
possible. W. T. STONE. 


“Entanglements” of the Paris Accord 
HE American “victory” at Paris last 
week has now become, in the minds of 

the Administration’s critics, a thinly 
veiled, if not humiliating defeat. Our 
Government’s agreement to share in the 
Dawes’ receipts as a means of repayment 
for its army of occupation costs and the 
private claims of its citizens against Ger- 
many is criticized in isolationist and some 
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Democratic quarters as making the United 
States the “bill collector” for the Allies. 

Citing the Allies’ “exultation” at the 
United States re-entry into European 
councils and reading sinister significance 
in Ambassador Kellogg’s alleged last-min- 
ute effort to secure Allied assent to a res- 
ervation limiting American responsibility, 
Colonel Harvey, in a full-page editorial en- 
titled ‘“‘America Duped” (Washington 
Post, January 18), denounces the Adminis- 
tration for its betrayal of our vital inter- 
ests. He exclaims: “Without limitation 

Europe will now rely upon the 
United States to play the ‘Shylock’ for 100 
per cent of the spoils in return for her gra- 
ciously granted 234 per cent participation.” 
Senator Johnson, in a similar tone, pas- 
sionately demands that the whole truth be 
told! 

Secretary Hughes’ denial of entangle- 
ments, in the form of a statement to the 
press January 19, seems convincing: 

The agreement reached at Paris was simply 
for the allocation of the payments made un- 
der the Dawes Plan. It does not provide for 
sanctions or deal with any questions that 
might arise if the contemplated payments 
should not be made. With respect to any 
such contingency the agreement at Paris puts 
the United States under no obligation, legally 
or morally, and the United States will be as 
free as it ever was to take any course of 
action it may think advisable. 

The ——— at Paris neither surrenders 


nor modifies any treaty right of the United 
States. 


The Isle of Pines Treaty 
OES the Isle of Pines, 86514 square 
miles in area, and separated from 
Cuba by 50 miles of shoal water, belong to 
Cuba, or to the United States? The treaty 


now being debated by the Senate recog- 
nizes in full Cuba’s claim to sovereignty 
over the island. Senator Borah and others, 
however, insist that the island belongs to 


the United States. These opponents of 
ratification argue that under the terms of 
the treaty which ended the Spanish-Amer- 
ican War, the Isle of Pines was included 
in the following declaration: 

“Spain cedes to the United States the 
Island of Porto Rico and other islands now 
under Spanish sovereignty in the West 
Indies.” 

Incidentally, the legal problem is com- 
plicated by the demands of the Ameri- 
can property owners in the island, who 
declare that they made their investments 
there, believing that it was United States 
territory, and that these holdings would 
now be seriously jeopardized by the ratifi- 
cation of the treaty. They add that Amer- 
ican fruit growers, anxious to prevent the 
free importation of fruits from the Isle of 
Pines, are responsible for the treaty. 

Secretary Hughes, and even such Demo- 
cratic Senators as Swanson, assert em- 
phatically that irrespective of all econom- 
ic issues, the United States is both legally 
and morally bound to recognize Cuba’s 
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claim. Moreover, as a proof to Latin 
America of our good faith, we should, they 
urge, promptly ratify the treaty. 
The Fight for the Court 

HE agitation for action at this ses. 

sion by the Senate on the proposal 
that the United States adhere to the 
World Court continues with increasing 
strength. Communications urging this 
action on the basis proposed by Hughes, 
Harding and Coolidge should be addressed 
to the President and the Senators from 
the correspondents’ States. 

Germany’s “Crisis” Ended 

A T LAST, after weeks of weary waiting 

and almost interminable negotiations, 
Germany has a Cabinet supported at least 
temporarily by a majority in the Reichs- 
tag. The chief officials with their party 
affiliations follow: Chancellor, Dr. Hans 
Luther, Non-Partisan; Foreign Affairs, 
Gustav Stresemann, German Peoples’ Par- 
ty; Interior, Martin Schiele, Nationalist: 
Labor, Heinrich Brauns, Centrist; Eco- 
nomics, Karl Neuhaus, Nationalist; Food, 
Count Von Kanitz, Nationalist; Justice, 
I. Frenken, Centrist; War, Otto Gessler, 
Democrat; Post and Telegraph, Herr 
Stingl, Bavarian People’s Party; Finance, 
Count von Schlieben, Nationalist; Traffic, 
Friedrich Krohn, Non-Partisan. 

The new Ministry is wholly bourgeois, 
and predominately Nationalist. The lib- 
eral non-socialist parties, the Centre 
or Catholic and the Democratic or intel- 
lectual, though tolerating the new régime, 
are far from enthusiastic in its support. 
The Democrats’ aloofness may easily de- 
velop into sharp hostility, while the Cath- 
olic support is coupled openly with the 
declaration that disavowal may follow at 
any time. The tenure, therefore, of the 
new Ministry is very uncertain, though 
nominally it may count upon the support 
of 303 votes in the Reichstag out of a total 
of 493. The parties supporting the gov- 
ernment are: Nationalist (111 votes), 
Centre (69 votes), People’s (51 votes), 
Democrats (32 votes), Bavarian People’s 
Party (19 votes), scattering (21 votes). 
The opposition parties comprise: Social 
Democratic (131 votes), Communist (45 
votes) and Volkische (14 votes), though 
the latter are not counted among the gov- 
ernment’s active opponents. 

Luther’s initial pronouncements this 
week are, however, encouraging. He 
pledges his Government to: (1) carry out 
the London Accord (the Dawes Plan), (2) 
negotiate for the British withdrawal from 
Cologne, and (3) the maintenance of the 
eight-hour day. Despite this program the 
Socialists are actively hostile to the new 
régime. J. G. McD. 


ERRATUM: Obviously the article in the 
last Bulletin, No. 10, Vol. IV, headed “The 
London Accord,” should have been entitled 
“The Paris Accord.” 
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